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The primary purpose of this study is to critically 
examine the problems inherent in the implementation of the 
comprehensive community development projects that are funded 
by the Community Development Block Grant funds in the City 
of Beaufort, South Carolina. 
The findings of this study revealed that there was 
lack of participation on the part of the citizens within 
the target areas in the community development efforts. In 
addition, the study also revealed that the city relied 
solely on funds from the federal government without seeking 
alternative sources of funding (especially from the private 
sector) to implement its community development efforts. Two 
case studies on public-private partnership in the cities of 
Baltimore, Maryland, Minneapolis and Saint Paul, Minnesota 
were utilized to highlight the successes of such joint 
ventures. 
The primary sources of information for this study were 
obtained from participatory observation and interviews with 
employees of the Department of Community Development in 
Beaufort, as well as members of the Community Development 
Advisory Committee. Secondary information was obtained 
from books, articles, minutes of the Beaufort City Council 
meetings, pamphlets and other documents. 
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IV 
I. INTRODUCTION 
Since 1975, the City of Beaufort has focused local 
efforts and community development grant funds obtained from 
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Develop¬ 
ment on the stabilization and revitalization of a major 
portion of the original town.1 In 1978, the City developed 
a Comprehensive Community Development Plan in the Department 
of Community Development. The Plan was designed to serve 
as an "action plan" for providing specific information to 
guide future community development activities in the city 
while meeting the requirements of the Housing and Community 
2 
Development Act of 1974. 
As a way of reversing the prevailing trends of urban 
areas, the federal government has taken direct efforts in 
the form of federal assistance through Federal Grant 
Programs. Much of the assistance by the federal government 
is geared towards those groups most adversely affected by 
population and employment shifts, but there are federal 
programs that have been designed explicitly to assist cities. 
^The Department of Community Development, Comprehensive 
Community Development Plan (Beaufort, S.C.: Department of 




This form of federal assistance to local government is the 
block grant-in-aid. This has resulted in program planning 
and implementation by local cities and departments. Such 
program planning and implementation is designed to lessen 
the problems that are so prevalent in our cities. 
The Comprehensive Community Development Plan is a plan 
developed by the City of Beaufort as a tool used towards 
alleviating the urban ills. Program planning is a process 
used to address social problems. In developing a program 
one must first have an idea for a new program. Once the 
idea for a new program is warranted there must be valid and 
reliable information concerning: 
1. The potential target population, its 
characteristics and needs 
2. Existing programs to meet these needs as 
well as the location of existing resources 
that could enhance the operation of a new 
program 
3. Specific intervention strategies, technolo¬ 
gies, or services that are known to be 
relatively effective and efficient in meet¬ 
ing the needs of the target population 
4. The skills of staff.^ 
Throughout the life of a program the need for such informa¬ 
tion exists. The program must be monitored and evaluated 
at all times so that it could be readily known if the 
program is or is not serving the needs to which it was 
3 
Irwin Epstein and Tony Tropodi, Research Techniques 
for Program Planning, Monitoring, and Evaluation (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1977), p. 5. 
3 
originally intended to address and to the extent to which 
the needs continue. As changes in the community evolve, 
appropriate modifications in the program should be made. 
Also in program planning there are judgments to be made 
pertaining to the individual and collective capabilities of 
the program staff. 
Program implementation involves the determination of 
an ideal project strategy in the correct section of a given 
area and it must be sure that the necessary resources 
required to carry out the plan does exist. 
The primary purpose of this study is to critically 
examine the problems inherent in the implementation of the 
comprehensive community development projects that are funded 
through the Community Development Block Grant Program in 
the City of Beaufort, South Carolina. 
II. PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 
Problem Setting. 
The Department of Community Development for the City 
of Beaufort, South Carolina is located within the City Hall 
Building. The Department of Community Development was 
established in 1975 as a means of stabilizing and revitaliz¬ 
ing major portions of the City of Beaufort. To accomplish 
this, Community Development relied basically on Community 
Development Block Grant Funds. 
The Department of Community Development developed a 
Comprehensive Community Development Plan which was designed 
to serve as an action plan to provide information to be used 
as a guide for future community development activities. In 
devising its plan, the Department followed certain guide¬ 
lines of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974. 
Within the plan there was the development of the Beaufort 
Neighborhood Strategy Area (NSA) which is the area targeted 
by the Department of Community Development as those 
neighborhoods most in need of assistance towards 
revitalization (see Figure 1). 
The total population of the City of Beaufort is 8,749 
and it is composed of 74 percent white, 24 percent black, 




white, 60 percent black, and 1 percent other. Of the city’s 
population of 2,437 in the target area, 80 percent of the 
residents are in the lower income level and 40-50 percent 
of those individuals live below the poverty level. Many of 
the residents of the target area suffer from increasing 
unemployment which has a significant impact on the living 
conditions in the area. This high unemployment rate 
increasingly adds to the increasing disinvestment in housing, 
low home ownership and absence of housing maintenance. 
These factors are the major focus of revitalization efforts. 
For an illustration of the structural unemployment impact 
the NSA residents and the black population of Beaufort as 
a whole (see Table 1). 
The town of Beaufort was established in 1710 in the Olde 
Point area which is located on the eastern point of the 
peninsula of the state. The oldest parts of the town are 
located along the water and are inhabited by many old 
structures. The NSA lies to the north and west of the older 
neighborhoods. Within the NSA are a number of historical 
and/or architectually significant structures. The City of 
Beaufort itself is almost surrounded by water (creeks, 
marshes, and the Beaufort River) and is flat and marshy. 
The street layout within the City of Beaufort (including 
the NSA) is in a grideron style. 
The City of Beaufort has a weak mayor form of govern¬ 
ment. The City Council consists of the Mayor and four 
TABLE 1 
LABOR FORCE PROFILE BEAUFORT COUNTY, S.C. 1979 
Total 
Labor Force Employment Unemployment Rate 
White Labor Force 14,140 13,470 670 4.7 
Male 7,970 7,790 180 2.3 
Female 6,170 5,680 490 7.9 
Black Labor Force 9,090 8,140 950 10.5 
Male 4,940 4,670 270 5.5 
Female 4,150 3,470 680 16.4 
TOTALS 23,230 21,610 1,620 15.2 
Source: South Carolina Statistical Abstract, 1980, p. 189 
8 
Council-persons. The City Council is the legislative and 
policy making body for City Government. It is the duty of 
the council to set the tax millage, pass ordinances and 
resolutions, adopt the annual budget, appoint Board and 
Commission members, and appoint and supervise the City 
Manager. 
The City Manager’s office consists of the City Manager, 
Assistant to City Manager/Clerk, and Secretary. It is the 
responsibility of these offices to supervise all City 
Departments, and the activities of the City Government, the 
preparation of Council agendas and minutes of each meeting, 
the preparation of the annual budget, preparation of the 
annual report for the citizenry, drafting ordinances, 
resolutions and proclamations. It is also the duty of the 
City Manager's office to keep the council and public informed 
of all activities and fiscal conditions of the city, and 
the administering of federal grants. The City Manager also 
serves as the Director for Leisure/Cultural Resources and 
Planning/Community Development, and as Building Official for 
the city. 
The Finance Department is the fiscal and budget agency 
for the city. This department does the budget and accounts 
for the monies in seven (7) major funds and six (6) small 
funds. 
The Community Development Department is responsible for 
promoting the revitalization of the Central City Neighborhood. 
This neighborhood is bounded by King Street, Carteret Street, 
9 
Boundary Street and Ribaut Road. It also includes a small 
section west of the National Cemetery located off of 
Boundary Street. The revitalization efforts got underway 
in 1977 and since then the City has been involved in a 
comprehensive approach to improving this neighbor¬ 
hood through the development of recreation, 
drainage improvements, demolition of delapidated 
housing, and by providing financial assistance to 
individuals interested in rehabilitating their 
homes (see Figure 2).4 
Other departments in the city are Code Enforcement 
Division, Police Department, Fire Department, Training 
Division, Public Works Department, Street and Sanitation, 
Maintenance Facility, Building Maintenance and Traffic 
Control, and the Department of Leisure/Cultural Resources. 
Internship Experience. 
The writer served as an intern with the Department of 
Community Development in Beaufort, South Carolina from 
May 29 to August 31, 1984. Basic intern duties were to 
prepare routine and special reports pertaining to Community 
Development. The intern also assisted in data collection 
for report writing and special management projects, developed 
outlines for work programs such as Urban Development Action 
Grant Programs and the Main Street Program. The Main Street 
Program is a program administered by the federal government 
to assist small cities in rehabilitating their central city 
areas. The intern assisted in preparation of agendas for 
4 . 
City of Beaufort, Annual Report, 1982/1983. 
10 
FIGURE 2 
Source: Department of Community Development, 
Beaufort, South Carolina, 1985. 
11 
meetings and presentations and also attended meetings that 
dealt with community development activities. Through 
participation, the intern was able to gain insight into some 
of the problems inherent in community development and 
acquire firsthand knowledge of the revitalization process 
in the city. 
III. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
The basic problems with the City of Beaufort Community 
Development program occurred basically in the planning and 
implementation stages of the program. According to the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, citizen 
participation during the planning and implementation stages 
of a Community Development Block Grant Program was a very 
important aspect of the Act. In the City of Beaufort during 
the program planning stages only lukewarm efforts were 
devoted to soliciting citizens input or participation within 
the target area. The citizens themselves, throughout the 
life of the program, showed very little concern for their 
community/neighborhood as a whole. Due to this lack of 
citizen participation, many of the needs of the community 
were not made known to the officials of the Department of 
Community Development; consequently, some of the major needs 
that are considered important by members of the community 
and which are eligible for funding were not dealt with in 
the Community Development Program. Therefore, citizens 
were unwilling to participate in the other areas which they 
considered less important. 
In addition, during the program planning stages, there 
was a lack of adequate preparation on the part of the City 
12 
13 
to seek alternative means of funding the programs once they 
had been implemented and the monies from the federal govern¬ 
ment were exhausted. As a result, some of the major 
community/economic development problems still remain 
unresolved. The problem with both the planning and 
implementation stages of the plan is that citizen participa¬ 
tion was very minimal. 
IV. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Federal Government Initiatives in 
Community Development. 
Community Development is interpreted in many different 
ways by many different people. However it is interpreted, 
the meaning is precisely one thing. As defined by President 
Richard Nixon in 1971, community development, at the federal 
level, is seen as a particular kind of public policy through 
which government improves the living conditions of its 
5 
people. There are basically four areas in which the 
federal government is concerned with community development: 
(1) the physical improvement of the urban environment; 
(2) the improvement of the social aspects of urban areas; 
(3) the improvement of the performance of local government 
institutions, and (4) the increased participation by local 
citizens in making decisions that affect their own 
6 
communities. 
In 1892, Congress appropriated its first $20,000 for a 
study of slum conditions. This was Congresses first 
endeavor with community development. Then in 1908 under 
President Theodore Roosevelt a commission was established 
^Nicholas Henry, Governing at the Grassroots: State 
and Local Politics (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice 




to survey slums. Neither one of these two surveys resulted 
7 
in any federal actions that benefited cities. In the 
1930's under President Franklin D. Roosevelt, the federal 
government once again took interest in community development 
and established a precedent for the Housing Act of 1949. 
This Act declared aSi a goal for all Americans the creation 
of a suitable living environment and inaugurated the nations 
Urban Renewal Program, which served as the federal govern¬ 
ments primary articulation of community development in the 
1950s.8 
Under President Lyndon B. Johnson in the 1960s, 
community development was approached from a different angle. 
This became known as the "War on Poverty" which consisted of 
two major community development programs: (1) the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1967, which set up the U.S. Office of 
Economic Opportunity (0E0) and Community Action Agencies 
in most of the Nation's cities, and (2) the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Act of 1966, which established the 
Model Cities Agencies in sixty cities to administer the 
9 
Model Cities Program. Under the Economic Opportunity Act 
urban political power was distributed through a broadly 
based anti-poverty program. This act required "maximum 
7National Research Council, Toward An Understanding of 
Metropolitan America (San Francisco : Canfield, 1975), p. 45. 
g 
Henry, Governing at the Grassroots: State and Local 
Politics, p. 307. 
8Ibid., p. 208. 
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feasible participation" by the poor in any program that was 
conducted through a Community Action Agency. 
As a result of a lot of pressure from big city mayors, 
the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act 
was passed in 1966. This Act did not stipulate "maximum 
feasible participation" of the poor, but instead urged wide 
spread citizen participation."^ The Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act was not very encouraging 
to the development of citizen action groups because final 
approval of programs developed by City Demonstration Agencies 
lies with the mayor or city council, or both, even though 
a technical board and a citizens board were required to 
review all programs. In 1967, the Green Amendment to the 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 was passed. This Amendment 
deleted the clause which called for the "maximum feasible 
participation" of the poor. 
In many Federal Community Development Programs which 
emphasized physical development of communities such as Urban 
Renewal, citizen participation was required much earlier than 
in other programs designed to mitigate social ills. Under 
the Housing Act of 1954, it was required that citizen 
participation be a part of the "workable program for 
community development" before federal funds could be 
received. As a result, citywide citizen advisory committees 
made up of leading citizens were established in many cities. 
10 Ibid. 
17 
In the words of John D. Hutchenson, Jr., and Jann Schevin, 
although there was little or no representation from the 
neighborhoods directly affected by urban renewal, by the 
mid-1960s, however, the example of the other federally 
funded programs encouraged the inclusion of participation 
from areas directly affected by the program.^ 
The most recent federal legislation relating to 
community development are the Housing and Community Develop¬ 
ment Acts of 1974 and 1977. Under these Acts, funds are 
distributed to localities through community development 
block grants which consolidated the programs under urban 
renewal, model cities, water and sewer facilities, open 
spaces, neighborhood facilities, rehabilitation loans, and 
public facilities loans. Under these acts, priority is to 
be given to programs that benefit families in urban areas 
with low or moderate incomes. The main features of the 
Housing and Community Development Act are that it: (1) 
supplants the seven existing grant-in-aid programs; 
(2) introduces a simplified application procedure requiring 
HUD to act speedy on applications from large cities; (3) 
establishes a statutory formula for allocating community 
development funds instead of relying on competitive 
"grantsmanship" procedures; (4) sets up a direct linkage 
11John D. Hutchenson, Jr., and Jann Schevin, Citizen 
Groups in Local Politics (Santa Barbara, California: Clio 
Books, 1982), pT 53. 
18 
between community development and housing policies, and 
(5) contains no requirement that a locality has to match any 
12 
funds received from the Federal Government. 
For many years, Community Development Block Grant Funds 
have focused on neighborhoods which are composed of recipi~ 
ents of two categories: (1) largely poor, and (2) largely 
minority groups or many consist of both groups. 
Citizen Participation in 
Community Development, 
According to Melvin B. Mogulof, the ideal citizen seems 
to be one who is both disadvantaged and inadequately 
disconnected to our major institutions. Even if the citizen 
is of color without being poor, there still seems to be an 
assumption that he is disconnected, and therefore a worthy 
13 
target for citizen participation efforts. 
Public programs, regardless of its funding source, do 
not include every man as its target for involvement. Those 
involved are of a particular segment of the population whose 
participation is instrumental in achieving certain goals. 
Mogulof states that the citizen who is usually included as 
the target population of federal participation policies is 
one who is of minority status, or poor, or ideally both. 
12 
Henry, Governing at the Grassroots: State and Local 
Politics, p. 307. 
"^Melvin B. Mogulof, Citizen Participation (Washington, 
D.C.: The Urban Institute"^ 1970) , p. 15. 
19 
Not surprisingly he is the very citizen who has shown the 
least propensity for past involvement in the life of his 
. . 14 community. 
There are several types of participation patterns that 
citizens become involved in community development. These 
are: 
1. Coalition Policy Groups which consist of 
a coalition of individuals which represent 
different points of views, or there may be 
a more formal coalition of different 
interests' groups. The control over the 
program rests with the coalition's policy 
group. 
2. The Citizens Control Group. This is a 
situation where a body dominated by citizen 
representatives has certain final decisions 
where the citizen dominated body makes the 
program policy or the preliminary authority 
where, until approval has been granted by 
the citizen body, a public body cannot act 
on a policy decision. The public body and 
the citizen body are adversaries. Both 
bodies have separate policy authority in 
which neither cannot act without the other. 
3. The Citizen Advisory Group. This group is 
most predominant when the local granter is 
a public agency such as the Department of 
Community Development. In its capacity to 
hold to a neighborhood (or "citizen") point 
of view, the all-citizen advisory groups may 
be more effective than policy making coali¬ 
tions which include a minority of citizen 
interests. 
Research reveals that participation is most often character¬ 






willing to leave policy-making up to the agency profes- 
16 
sionals. The collectivity of citizen participation is 
usually representative of a particular neighborhood. In 
successfully reaching the goals of public programs, there 
should be maximum feasible involvement of groups and areas 
from the neighborhood to be served. 
According to Mogulof, the most successful and 
representative advisory committees are selected in a fashion 
similar to the process of selecting city commissions. The 
chief executive makes his choice guided by a complex number 
of factors: (1) the desire to be "good" people, (2) the 
desire to pay organizational debts, and (3) the desire to 
17 
connect constituency groups to his administration. 
In selecting representatives, there should be maximum 
possible involvement of the groups and persons to be 
represented. In the words of Mogulof, the selections 
process should be designed to encourage the use, wherever 
possible, of traditional democratic approaches and tech¬ 
niques, such as group forums and decisions, nominations and 
balloting. This will minimize the possibility that a 
representative does not command the support or confidence of 
18 
the group or areas that he represents. Big cities tend to 
^Mogulof, Citizen Participation, p. 15 
^Ibid. , p. 28. 
18 
Ibid., p. 29. 
21 
get their representatives from elections while the smaller 
cities and rural areas turn to selection of representatives 
by public bodies. 
According to John C. Bollens and Henry J. Schmandt, no 
matter what methodology is employed and no matter what the 
type or size of town examined, the results invariably show 
that only a small minority of the citizen body, actually 
less than 1 percent, are active and direct participants in 
the community decision making process (other than voting in 
referenda),19 
Although citizen participation in decision making 
processes was not required in many of the early programs 
designed to alleviate social ills, citizen groups, sponsored 
and supported by such programs were sought to facilitate the 
participation of target populations in the decision making 
process within the local administrative structures of such 
programs. The use of citizen groups also served as a way 
to develop community leadership and encourage social and 
political organizations in target communities. 
According to F. Stevens Redburn and Yong Hyo Cho, 
community development requires that people seek a synthesis 
20 
of interests with others who share the same environment. 
19 
John C. Bollens and Henry J. Schmandt, The Metropolis 
(New York: Harper and Row, 1975), p. 7. 
20 
F. Stevens and Yong Hyo Cho, "Government Responsibil¬ 
ity for Citizenship and the Quality of Community Life," 
Public Administration Times (March 1984): 159. 
22 
For this to be done some type of authority by a larger 
political jurisdiction is required. In poorer neighborhoods 
initial infusions of public capital, infrastructures, human 
development, and subsidies to stimulate private investment 
may be required. 
The Need for Private Sector Participation 
in Community Development. 
American cities are afflicted with many problems. Some 
are problems of people which involve things like unemployment 
and poverty, some are problems of places, which refer to 
such issues as deteriorating buildings and out dated water 
and sewer systems. With the proliferation of these problems, 
our institutions are still falling short of meeting their 
responsibilities to urban America. 
As attempts are being made to provide help for those 
who need it, it must be maintained that the resources which 
are available to assist in the alleviation of the nations 
problems are scarce. Urban problems cannot (and should not) 
be solved by the federal government on its own. This has 
led federal government to forge a closer partnership with 
state and local governments in order that urban problems be 
addressed. It has been realized that the private sector 
must become involved in helping the nation's cities. It is 
necessary for all levels of government to work with neighbor¬ 
hood and voluntary groups in developing and carrying out 
plans to revitalize neighborhoods and to help the citizens 
that live in them. 
23 
The Committee for Economic Development in An Approach 
to Federal Urban Policy suggested a more comprehensive 
approach to community development which entails the involve¬ 
ment, in addition to the federal government, of the private 
industry, state and local governments, and citizen groups to 
participate in solving urban problems. The federal govern¬ 
ment must supplement local efforts both because of the «• 
impact of current federal policies on urban areas and 
because many of the problems that face the cities exceed the 
21 
local capacity to solve them. 
A strong and affirmative partnership between the public 
and private sectors is vital to the revitalization of the 
nation'à cities. Funds from federal, state, and local 
entities alone is not enough to solve urban problems, there 
must be an input from the private sector. According to the 
Urban and Regional Policy Report, only businesses and 
industries can provide enough permanant jobs for the poor 
and unemployed; only the private sector can carry out the 
large scale development programs necessary to provide healthy 
22 local economies. In the report by the Urban and Regional 
Policy Group, President Jimmy Carter was quoted as saying: 
we should rely principally on the private sector 
to lead the economic expansion and to create new 
jobs for a growing labor force.... By emphasizing 
21 
Committee for Economic Development (CED), An Approach 
to Federal Urban Policy (New York, N.Y.: Committee for 
Economic Development, 1977), p. 9. 
22 
Urban and Regional Policy Group, A New Partnership to 
Conserve American Cities (Washington, D.C.: Urban and 
Regional Policy Group, T978), p. 118. 
24 
the creation of private jobs, our resources will 
be used more efficiently, our future capacity to 
produce will expand more rapidly and the standard 
of living for our people will rise faster.23 
Neighborhood and voluntary associations can also 
contribute to innovative community planning and neighborhood 
activities. Residents of these neighborhoods are the ones 
most directly affected by revitalization efforts. They are 
the ones closely in touch with some of the problems and 
often best able to judge what solutions will be effective 
in alleviating such problems. 
In the past it has been the public sector which has 
taken the responsibility of addressing the needs of urban 
areas. The federal government has basically been the driv¬ 
ing force within the public sector, but in more recent years 
this trend has begun to take on new dimensions. Presently, 
many of the responsibilities are confronting the private 
sector and local communities. It is indeed appropriate 
for public and private sectors in those local communities 
to come together in pragmatic ways to meet this challenge. 
According to H.J. Heinz II, public-private partnerships 
are a source of energy and vitality for American urban 
24 
communities. For many decades, all over the country, 
there have been many successful experiences with public- 
private partnerships. In order that the private sector be 
23 
Ibid. 
H.J. Heinz-II, Committee for Economic Development 
(CED), as cited in Public-Private Partnership: An Opportunity 
for Urban Cities (Washington, D.C.: Committee for Economic — 
Development, 1982), p. 101. 
25 
made useful to its highest potential "local governments need 
to adopt an entrepreneural approach that anticipates needs, 
seeks out opportunities, and encourages an effective 
25 
coalition of public and private efforts." The goals set 
by the private sector must be obtainable, in order that 
expectations can be met. Programs that are cut back by the 
federal level cannot be retained by the local private sector 
alone, but the private sector can commit some money and 
effort to help the local community. 
Public-private partnership is an ideal approach for 
alleviating community ills when federal funds are not enough. 
Individuals and organizations from the private and public 
sectors should come together and cooperate with each other 
in a way that is mutually beneficial to all. According to 
the Committee for Economic Development, there are two 
dimensions to cooperation of the public-private partnership: 
(1) the policy dimension, in which the goals of the 
community are articulated, and (2) the operational dimension, 
2 g 
which the goals are pursued. There are many opportunities 
for public-private partnerships in community development. 
Through such partnerships the local community can benefit 
while those participating can also gain from such an 
endeavor. The private sector can participate in assisting 






extending capital, expertise, and leadership. Needs of the 
community are neither totally private or public because many 
community problems are common to the entire world. 
The community can benefit from public-private partner¬ 
ships in such areas as neighborhoods and community services. 
In the past, many neighborhoods did not receive much 
assistance from neither public or private sectors, or that 
which they did receive did not result in tremendous change. 
In more recent years there has been many successful 
experiences which implies that, it is desirable for both 
government and private organizations to help preserve the 
existing physical and social assets of neighborhoods, 
promote housing and commercial development compatible with 
those assets and support the self-help efforts of residents 
27 
who are addressing their own needs. 
According to the Committee for Economic Development, 
the most hopeful improvements for the neighborhoods will 
occur in the private sector. Those self-help organizations 
are more capable of striking the knowledge and motivation of 
2 8 
local residents. Because of this, it is evident that 
foundations and businesses can provide such resources as 
money, organizational participation, and expertise. Such 
help by the private sector increases the likelihood of 
success by those residents seeking self-help. 
27 
Committee for Economic Development (CED), Public 
Private Partnership: An Opportunity for Urban Cities, 
P- 5. ’ ~ “ r 
28Ibid. 
27 
In the public sector it is the government which provides 
financial incentives, administrative assistance or action, 
and assures that community services be provided. The public 
and private sector which includes government, business, 
non-profit organizations and neighborhood associations, 
can work together in a more unified fashion in order that 
a neighborhood's resources which are sometimes limited, can 
be used more effectively to assure sufficient housing, and 
provide community services. 
As users and providers of community services such as 
education, public safety, health, social services, and 
water supply and sewage treatment, the private sector has 
an important stake in the provision of these community 
services. To assist in the efforts by local government to 
raise the revenues needed to finance those services needed 
by the public, and reducing services with as little impact 
as possible, private organizations can offer their support 
and expertise. 
In providing public needs, local governments should 
separate in more non-conventional ways and consider such 
alternatives as: 
More effective use of the traditional tools 
of governance, including leadership and 
advocacy, support of public participation 
and voluntary services, and effective 
regulation, tax and financial policy. 
1. 
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2. Enhancing the private sectors role in 
community services by encouraging and 
facilitating private provision of services 
where appropriate and by improving the 
interaction among government, private 
organizations, and individuals when all are 
involved in the operation of services. 
3. Structuring public services for higher 
performance through the selective use of 
user fees competition, and appropriate 
scale of operation.29 
Citizen participation, as noted earlier in this study 
is a very important aspect of community development. Citi¬ 
zens should be encouraged and allowed to actively partici¬ 
pate in community development programs. Although this seems 
to be an ideal approach to solving many of the problems 
prevalent in our cities today, there is a lack of intense 
effort by agencies to actively solicit participation and an 
utter lack of motivation and concern on behalf of the 
citizens of the community to become involved with the overall 
well being of their community. 
The improvement of or revitalization of our communities 
is not just beneficial to local, state and federal governments 
but also to the entire community including the citizens as 
well as the local businesses. Therefore, community improve¬ 
ment should be of concern to every member of the community 
and citizens and businesses should actively assist in its 
rehabilitation. 
'Committee for Economic Development (CED) , Public 
Private Partnership: An Opportunity for Urban Cities, 
p. 6. 
29 
The importance of citizen participation in community 
development and the need for a city to seek alternative 
sources of funding (especially from the private sector) 
cannot be over-emphasized. The problems associated with 
citizen participation during the implementation of the 
community development projects in the City of Beaufort as 
well as the inability of the city to attract private sector 
funding are discussed in the analysis section of this paper. 
V. METHODOLOGY 
The writer utilized descriptive analysis as the 
methodological approach in conducting this study. This 
approach was used as a means of describing what the writer 
observed during her tenure as an intern in the City of 
Beaufort, Department of Community Development. According 
to Bruce A. Chadwick, descriptive analysis identifies 
and labels characteristics and components of the subject 
or population under study as its primary objective.^® For 
the purpose of this study, the primary objectives was to 
characterize the patterns of citizens participation in the 
Comprehensive Community Development Plan in the City of 
Beaufort. In employing this method, the writer also high¬ 
lighted attitudes displayed by both city officials as well 
as the citizens of the target area towards participation. 
To some extent the writer used an explanatory approach to 
explain behaviors of the city officials as well as the 
citizens and the reasons for the way and manner in which 
these citizens responded to the community development 
program. 
30firuce A. Chadwick, Social Science Research Methods 




The importance of the descriptive analysis method in 
this study is that it assisted the writer in observing and 
describing accurately the characteristics of the City of 
Beaufort, and it allowed the writer to critically analyze the 
problems as to what, why, when and how things happened as 
they did. 3-*- Included in this study are two case studies 
which are utilized to serve as an example of how public- 
private partnerships can be successful in improving 
communities. It is reasonable to assume that such partner¬ 
ships will be the trend for the future. 
The primary sources of information for this study were 
obtained from participatory observation, information 
gathered from the Department of Community Development and 
members of the Community Development Advisory Committee. 
Secondary information was obtained from books, articles, 
Minutes of the City of Beaufort Council meetings, pamphlets 
and documents. 
IlEarl R. Babbie, Practice of Social Research (Belmont, 
California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc., T979), 
p. 93. 
VI. ANALYSIS 
As previously stated, the problems that confronted the 
City of Beaufort's Comprehensive Community Development Plan 
are lack of citizen participation, and the inability of the 
city to seek an alternative funding source. 
Citizen Participation. 
Prior to the establishment of the Department of 
Community Development in Beaufort there was no need for 
active citizen participation in the city of Beaufort. For 
improvements of homes, citizens were basically on their own. 
As a result and because of the racial makeup and income level 
of the citizens in the target area, there was not a great 
deal of home improvements made to those houses in the 
target area. Those improvements which were made, were done 
so by those individuals in the target area who tended to be 
more educated and of a higher income bracket than the majority 
of the citizens located in the target area. 
Until the advent of the CCDP and the city's first CDBG, 
the citizen participation in city government was virtually 
non-existent except those citizens voting in local elections. 
Because funds to implement the CCDP were received from 
HUD, the Community Development Department had certain 
requirements placed on them. One of the major requirements 
32 
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was that of citizen participation. In establishing the CDBG 
Program in 1974, Congress required that applicant cities and 
counties must provide opportunity for citizens to participate. 
According to the 1977 revisions of the citizen participation 
requirements in Section 104 (a), for cities or counties to 
receive a grant they must submit an application which provides 
satisfactory assurances that prior to submission of its 
application, it has: 
1. Prepared and followed a written citizen 
participation plan which provides citizens 
an opportunity to participate in the 
development of the application, encourages 
the submission of views and proposals, 
particularly by residents of blighted 
neighborhoods and citizens of low and 
moderate income, provides for timely 
responses to the proposals submitted, 
and schedules meetings at times and loca¬ 
tions which permit broad participation. 
2. Provided citizens with adequate information 
concerning the amount of funds available 
for proposed community development activities 
and housing activities, the range of activi¬ 
ties that may be undertaken, and other 
important requirements. 
3. Held public hearings to obtain the views of 
citizens on community development and housing 
needs. 
4. Provided citizens with an opportunity to 
submit comments concerning the community 
development performance of the applicant.^2 
The Department of Community development met the requirements 
of preparing a written citizen participation plan which 
allowed citizens the opportunity to participate in the 
3 2 U.S. Congress, (House) , An Act to Amend the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1974, Pub. L. 95-128, 
95th Cong., 1st sess., 1977, H.R. 6655, p. 1111. 
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development of the program by establishing a Community 
Development Advisory Committee (CDAC). The problem that 
arose with citizen participation was due to: (1) how 
Community Development implemented its citizen participation 
plan, and (2) the lack of concern expressed by the citizens 
of the community through very poor attendance at public 
hearings and CDAC meetings which were open to the public 
and in which citizen attendance was urged. 
In the first program period, citizen participation was 
solicited by the Department of Community development through 
public notices and news releases. In the second program 
period, there was a decrease in the citizen participation 
solicitation efforts by the Department of Community Develop¬ 
ment. The citizen participation requirement was simply 
being met by the mere fact that there was a written citizen 
participation plan and a CDAC which did have limited input 
into the program. 
The written citizen participation plan was first prepared 
in 1976 when the city of Beaufort received a Community 
Development Block Grant from HUD in the amount of $325,000 
which was to be utilized for a neighborhood community facil¬ 
ity; demolition of derelict structures in a low income 
neighborhood; and sewage tap fee assistance for low income 
persons. 
The manual that was devised at this time was prepared 
to serve as a guide for citizen participation at that 
particular time and in the development of future programs. 
35 
According to the plan, the goals that were set to insure 
that the citizens were encouraged to participate in the 
preparation of the city's Community Development Application 
were : 
1. To build trust and understanding by providing 
an opportunity for residents of the Community 
Development target areas to identify problems, 
issues, goals and influence decision making. 
2. To enhance the opportunity for residents of 
the target area to participate in employment 
and other economic opportunities created by 
federal programs. 
3. To develop an on-going system of communication 
between citizens and local government. 
4. To increase political awareness and knowledge 
of how to participate in government programs. 33 
The Community development Citizen Participation Program was 
revised in 1977 to meet the requirements set forth in the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 1977. 
From December 1977 to August 1978 approximately seven 
news releases and public notices were issued in all local 
newspapers and radio stations informing the citizens of 
Beaufort, especially the target area, of public hearings 
to be held for the purpose of explaining the city's Program 
of Codes Enforcement and Housing Rehabilitation. Residents 
were urged to attend these public hearings so that questions 
concerning the Codes Enforcement and Rehabilitation Programs 
33 . . 
J.L. Forsgren, Citizens Participation Program for 
Community Development (Beaufort, South Carolina: Low 
County Council of Governments, 1976), p. 3. 
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may be answered. Also, several news releases and public 
notices were sent to all local newspapers and radio stations 
to inform the citizens of Beaufort of a public hearing to be 
held for the purpose of having residents review the applica¬ 
tion for the city of Beaufort Three Year Comprehensive 
Community Development Plan from HUD prior to submission. 
Residents were urged to ask questions concerning the applica¬ 
tion and Rehabilitation Program. 
Although citizens were informed of public hearings 
pertaining to the Rehabilitation Program and grant application 
by the Department of Community Development, this did not 
actually allow citizens any substantive input into the 
decision making process and preparation of grant application. 
Encouraging citizens to ask questions and review application 
falls short of lending much input and influence into 
decision making processes. Citizens more or less approved 
or disapproved the application which was prepared by the 
Department of Community Development. The input that the 
average citizen of the target area actually had was based 
on complaints which were filed by the citizens to city 
government. The complaints were few and far between and 
when they were filed they were placed on a list of second 
priorities as opposed to what city government and the 
Department of Community Development labeled as first priority. 
For the second three year grant application filed by the 
Department of Community Development in 1981, there is no 
record of any public notices or news releases sent out to 
37 
inform the citizens of its"preparation. Community Develop¬ 
ment solicited even less citizen input at this time than 
they did in preparation of the 1978 grant application. The 
decrease in public notices for the second grant program may 
not be blamed on the lack of solicitation efforts on behalf 
of Community Development, but may be attributed to the lack 
of citizen willingness to participate in large numbers in 
the first grant program. According to an article in the 
Beaufort Gazett, citizen turn out at public hearings was 
very poor. The article stated that: 
A public meeting held January 12, 1978 was poorly 
attended by citizens of the community, and a 
discussion ensued about how to inform the resi¬ 
dents of the target area of the public hearings 
to get their suggestions for using the proposed 
HUD grant. Wallace Brown stated that one 
reason for low citizen turn out was that some 
residents were not accustomed to coming to public 
meetings at city hall and there is need to hold 
public meetings at a place which is more comfort¬ 
able to the people. Further suggestion was 
rendered by Mrs. Wright, a member of the CDAC, when 
she stated that the people will probably be reached 
by knocking on their doors one by one.34 
Instead of door to door solicitation, Community Development 
held meetings at various locations within the target area, 
and informed the residents of meetings through local churches 
and other local organizations. 
The CDAC was established in the City of Beaufort by the 
Department of Community Development as a technique to ensure 
citizen participation and as a means of meeting HUD 
-^Beaufort (south Carolina) Gazette, 13 January 1978. 
p. 5 . 
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requirements. Although the establishment of the committee 
did meet the requirement set by HUD, it fell short of 
ensuring full and adequate citizen participation and 
representation. One of the five basic standards for the 
citizen participation process by HUD specifies who must be 
involved : 1 
There shall be involvement of low and moderate 
income persons, members of minority groups, 
residents of areas where a significant amount 
of activity is proposed or on going .... Where 
the applicant choses to establish, or has 
established, a general communitywide citizen 
advisory committee, there shall be substantial 
representation of low and moderate income 
citizens and members of minority groups. 
Similarly, where the applicant choses to 
establish or recognize neighborhood advisory 
committees in areas where low and moderate 
income persons or members of minority groups 
reside, there shall be substantial representa¬ 
tion of such persons.^ 
The CDAC was comprised of six members when the program 
was initially started. Recognizing the lack of adequate 
citizen representation of the target area, Councilman 
Fred Washington, suggested that expansion of the CDAC be 
made from six members to nine members in order to get more 
citizens active in working with the city.36 Although the 
-^u.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
Guidebook for Citizen Participation in the Community 
Development Block Grant Program (Washington, D.C.: Office 
of Community Planning and Development, 1978), p. 5. 
3 6 Council Chambers, Minutes of Meeting on the Community 
Development Advisory Committee, Meeting of 26 February 1980. 
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expansion of the committee was granted, on the average 
three of the committee members were absent from 64 percent 
of the meetings. When the committee consisted of six members 
during the first year of the first grant program all members 
of the committee were present at least 90 percent of the 
meetings. By the third year committee members attendance at 
meetings had fallen to approximately a 55 percent attendance 
rate. During the first year of the second grant program, 
with the increase in committee members and the appointment 
of new members, the attendance rate of members at meetings 
was about 92 percent and fell to approximately 62 percent 
by the third year. It is evident from these statistics 
that committee members had become a bit uninterested in 
carrying out their responsibility by the third year of each 
program period. Contributing to the lost of interest of 
committee members is the fact that overall citizen participa¬ 
tion and interest by the average citizen of the community 
and target area was so poor that the committee members became 
less concerned and less motivated. 
The committee consisted of a chairperson and eight city 
and target area members. According to Geraldine Doe, a 
Department of Community Development employee, "all members 
of the committee are not necessarily from the target area, 
but they are citizens of the City of Beaufort."37 Members 
of the committee were not elected by the citizens of the 
-^Geraldine Doe, Interview held at the Department of 
Community Development, Beaufort, South Carolina, 3 January 
1985. 
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target area of which they were to represent, but instead 
were appointed by the Mayor based upon approval by the 
council. As members of the committee resign and new members 
are appointed, approval is also given by committee members. 
The selection of individuals by the CDAC is based on the 
amount of interest in the city and or the community shown 
by that individual. The result of this type of selection 
of committee members is that it is not fully representative 
of the target area to which funds are targeted. No 
alternates were appointed to serve on the committee. A 
committee of this size is hardly adequately representative 
of the target area which consists of approximately 2,437 
people. 
Based on interviews with members of the advisory 
committee, the purpose of the CDAC is to award contracts to 
contractors, and to approve the amount of money for 
application for grants and loans under the amount of $20,000. 
Overall, the committee serves an advisory role and that is 
it. On very few occasions the committee actively takes part 
in the decision making process and actual preparation of 
grant application. 
The CDAC holds meetings approximately once a month. 
These meetings are open to the public, but like the public 
hearings held by city council, citizen turn out at these 
meetings was very poor. The largest citizen turn out at 
either of the meetings (public hearing or CDAC) was 
41 
approximately thirty citizens from the target area. According 
to members of the committee, citizens tended to participate 
only when they are personally involved with what is happening 
or when they have experienced some type of problem in which 
, , O O 
they were directly involved. ° 
Members of the committee attributed this lack of citizen 
participation to several factors: 
1. People are just complacent by nature. 
2. People simply lack interest in community affairs. 
3. People are reluctant to attend meetings and ask 
for grants and loans because they do not fully 
understand the procedure - feel they would be 
taken advantage of by having their property 
taken away from them. 
4. People participate more if they can gain 
personally - 'what's in it for me' attitude. 
5. Members of the target area are basically 
older citizens who are not highly educated, 
low income people who feel that their voice 
in city government is not heard.39 
The citizens of the target area are reluctant to participate 
in activities involving city government. They are not 
comfortable with, or are not used to participating in such 
activities and until city government proves to them that 
their input is valuable and that their voices are being 
heard, the attitudes of the citizens are unlikely to change. 
3^Community Development Advisory Committee Members, 




Alternative Funding Source. 
The CCDP was very detailed in its findings as to the 
community development needs of Beaufort. As stated earlier 
in this study, there are many problems confronting our cities 
today, as such, the citizens cannot and should not rely 
solely on federal, state and local governments as the only 
means by which these problems can be alleviated. This fact 
has become evident in the City of Beaufort. The Department 
of Community Development devised a Comprehensive Development 
Plan which was to be used as an action plan for future 
community development activities in Beaufort. Community 
Development relied on funding from CDBGs administered by 
HUD and after approximately eight years of the program some 
of the problems have been solved but there are many more 
which have not been solved. This is due in part to the lack 
of preparation on the part of the Department of Community 
Development to seek alternative sources of funding. As a 
result, the City of Beaufort has fallen considerably short 
of its intended goals as set forth in the CCDP. 
Only a few of the objectives established in the plan has 
been completed. According to the February 1985 update of the 
CDBG Program of 1980 by Mark MacMahan, approximately 250 
structures have been rehabilitated within the target area, 
160 since 1980, in which the original goal was 156 residential 
and thirty-four nonresidential structures. Also, the 
objective set to renovate an existing recreation building 
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at Pigion Point for use as an adult day care center has 
been completed.^ 
The majority of the objectives set forth have been 
implemented to a degree but not in their entirety. An 
objective to reconstruct 41,690 linear feet of street 
with new base and surface, rolled concrete curb and gutter, 
street signs, sidewalk on one side, street trees, and grass¬ 
ing only had a success rate of the completion of 14,000 
linear feet being reconstructed. An objective to construct 
storm drainage facilities to serve some 224 acres of 
drainage area had completed 75.4 acres of desired objective. 
Another objective not completely obtained was the acquisi¬ 
tion of thirty-two delapidated and very deteriorated 
properties and demolition of the structures on these 
properties; the demolition of ninety-five delapidated and 
very deteriorated structures on property not acquired; and 
the encouragement of private action to remove eight delapi¬ 
dated structures with public assistance. Of this three part 
objective only thirty houses have been demolished. In the 
words of Mark MacMahan, the budget for land acquisition has 
41 
not been large enough to address this objective. 
According to Mark MacMahan, the objective to relocate 
applicants of thirty-two severely blighted properties to 
40 
Mark MacMahan, Status of the Community Development 
Block Grant Program (Beaufort, South Carolina: Department 




safe, sound, and sanitary housing has not been met due in 
part to lack of available housing to relocate individuals, 
cost, and the complex administrative burden required by 
federal law when undertaking a relocation program has made 
42 
this objective infeasible. The objective to assist in the 
conversation and rehabilitation of 114 residential structures 
and eighteen non-residential buildings has been somewhat 
successful though not entirely completed. Of the 117 
residential structures, 112 have been repaired. 
Two of the objectives established in the 1980 Block 
Grant Program have not been met because they did not qualify 
for funding by HUD. These two objectives are: the 
construction of 5,400 linear feet of new sanitary sewer line 
in the northwestern section of the NSA, and the construction 
43 of an off street parking lot. 
Although in several cases many reasons are given for 
the shortcomings of the above stated objectives, it is clear 
that had there been an alternative source of funding to be 
employed with CDBG funds more of these objectives would 
have been attained. According to the Committee for Economic 
Development, foundations and businesses can provide important 
resources of money, expertise, and organizational participa¬ 






work with local self-help groups to increase the likelihood 
_ 44 of success. 
There is substantial potential for local public-private 
partnerships. Public-private partnerships are not a 
supposed cure for all ills and they are not free of pit 
falls. What they do is provide an opportunity to use more 
fully the untapped potential that exists in every community. 
Efforts by local public-private partnerships can be weakened 
by national and international economic conditions but there 
is potential for great success in such partnerships as an 
approach to solving the "ills" of our cities. 
Public-private partnerships do not just include 
businesses, industries and corporations, but other social 
institutions such as families, religious institutions, 
ethnic groups, and neighborhood associations. In the past, 
neighborhoods were ignored or subjected to policies that 
brought about sudden change in which many neighborhoods 
were not yet ready to deal with. As gathered from the case 
studies that follow, more recent successful experiences 
suggest that it is desirable for both government and private 
organizations to help preserve the existing physical and 
social assets of neighborhoods, promote housing and 
44 
Committee for Economic Development (CED), Public 
Private Partnership: An Opportunity for Urban Cities 
(Washington, D.C.: Committee for Economic Development, 
1982), p. 5. 
45 
Ibid., p. 7. 
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commercial development compatible with those assets, and 
support the self-help efforts of those residents who are 
46 
addressing their own needs. Many public-private 
partnerships in cities, counties, and towns throughout the 
United States have taken place and most have been success¬ 
ful . 
The next section deals with examples of public-private 
partnerships which proved successful, and if the City of 
Beaufort had embarked on such a strategy, its community 




Committee for Economic Development (CED), Public 
Partnership: An Opportunity for Urban Cities, p. 5. 
VII. PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP: A CASE STUDY 
OF TWO SUCCESSFUL VENTURES 
These two case studies are selected to highlight the 
success of public-private partnership in the cities of 
Baltimore, Minneapolis, and St. Paul. It is reasonable to 
assume that such cooperative ventures will be the trend for 
community development efforts in America's cities. 
Baltimore's Public-Private Partnership. 
Public-private partnership began in the city of 
Baltimore in the early 1950's. Under this partnership an 
assortment of projects have taken place. Included among 
them was a housing rehabilitation effort. This effort was 
made possible by the creation of the Citizens' Planning 
and Housing Association (CPHA) and the Greater Baltimore 
Committee (GBC). Members of these organizations consisted 
of individuals from the public agencies in the city and the 
private business community. Over the past ten years, 
Baltimore has experienced much housing redevelopment in 
elegant neighborhoods as well as the working class neighbor¬ 
hoods. According to Lyall, to accomplish this more than 
a hundred active neighborhood associations worked to improve 
47 
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living conditions through self-help programs, political 
47 
lobbying and other efforts. 
The CPHA is concerned with the urban social conditions. 
The CPHA constitution states the purpose of the organization 
as follows: 
To foster good city planning, to provide better 
land use, to improve housing and living condi¬ 
tions, and to correct urban decay in the 
Baltimore metropolitan area by means of research, 
education, public discussion, legislation, law 
enforcement and other methods.48 
The CPHA was concerned with improving the quality of 
residential neighborhoods. Because the CPHA is a non-profit 
organization, it relied on donated time and talent to 
address their concerns. When this organization was first 
established, it had no staff, no budget, and no membership 
requirements. The individuals who participated were 
interested in civic affairs and though they were public 
officials and officers from the corporate world, they did 
not act as representatives of those institutions or 
organizations. 
The CPHA pursued its goals by consciously encouraging 
citizen participation in a wide variety of civic matters and 
by grooming individuals for membership on boards, commissions, 
! M 
and public bodies concerned with planning and revitalization 
47 . 
Katherine Lyall, "A Bicycle Built for Two: Public- 
Private Partnership in Baltimore," in Public-Private 
Partnership in American Cities: Seven Case Studies, 
eds. R. Scott Rosier and Renee A. Berger (Lexington,' 
Massachusetts: Lexington Books, 1982), p. 17. 
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Ibid., p. 20. 
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issues. In its later years, the CPHA became involved with 
other concerns such as, displacement and gentrification, 
and efforts to finding alternatives to rent control. 
According to Lyall, CPHA's impact has been felt 
throughout the city in two major ways: (1) through a long 
series of institutional innovations and changes stimulated 
by CPHA activities, and (2) through the creation over time 
of a widespread network of individuals with common roots in 
50 
CPHA and its concerns. 
CPHA dealt with ways of dealing with the violation of 
housing codes, which resulted in the creation of Department 
of Planning which was charged with mapping out strategies 
for alleviating neighborhood blight and other long term 
problems of housing and neighborhoods. Katherine Lyall 
asserts that CPHA believed that the bottom-up approach was 
needed to cope with neighborhood blight so it helped to 
organize at least 150 volunteer neighborhood-improvement 
associations within the city. Initially, these groups 
served as the focus of local self-help, clean up, and fix 
up efforts and then gradually, they evolved into powerful 
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In the 1950's, revitalization efforts began to decline 
in Baltimore. After the war, overcrowding and housing 
shortages were eminent. As a result, Baltimore took part 
in the federal Urban Renewal Program. The funds available 
through this program provided enough funds to attack the 
problems of blight and clearance and redevelopment programs. 
The Redevelopment Commission resulted and even though 
there were no private representatives on the commission, 
the neighborhood organizations that CPHA helped to create 
were active participants of the commissions' endeavors. 
Over the years there were charges of corruption and inaction 
in the Housing Authority and as a result, the Housing 
Authority and the Redevelopment Commission was merged form¬ 
ing the Baltimore Urban Redevelopment and Housing Agency 
(BURHA), which is a voluntary group. As years passed, the 
CPHA supported the merger of the BURHA and the City Bureau 
of Building Inspection forming the Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD). This department was headed 
by individuals who were members of CPHA. Another member 
of CPHA was appointed as president of the City Council and 
later became mayor. As a result, the political strength 
of the mayor's office was added to the administrative 
strength of HCD forming a powerful and aggressive coalition 
for revitalization. The members and supporters of HCD 
resulted in a stable and unified purpose within the public 
sector, and was supported substantially by private sector 
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participation in order that long range development goals 
be obtained. 
Public-private partnership in Baltimore has resulted 
in a great deal of the city's current shape and vitality. 
According to Lyall, the underlying factors basically 
responsible for the success of public-private partnership 
is contributed to: 
the economies of scale inherent in undertaking 
revitalization on a sufficiently broad front to 
encourage corollary development, and fiscal 
pressures on public budgets and increasing 
competition of public and corporate borrowers in 
the capital market naturally lead to more careful 
planning of major investments and efforts to 
leverage public expenditures with monies.52 
The organizations and personal network that have 
developed in Baltimore in the last thirty years have borne 
fruit in a series of successful events that have transformed 
the face of the city as well as the attitudes of its 
residents. 
Minneapolis and Saint Paul's 
Public-Private Partnership. 
Within the cities of Minneapolis and Saint Paul, 
business leaders have been pressed to participate in local 
civic affairs as a means of protecting their investments 
and as a way to create an improved environment for the 
citizens of their cities. Many of the reasons behind 
private sector participation is because of peer pressure 
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that is placed on them which in a way forces them to become 
involved in public affairs. Participation occurs in the 
form of direct participation and through a variety of 
intermediary organizations. Business leaders may be 
appointed to boards and commissions, or they may serve as 
elected officials. 
Public-private partnership in the economic development 
of Minneapolis and Saint Paul has not just occurred as a 
means of improving the industrial and commercial sectors of 
the local economy, but also as a revitalization mechanism. 
There were many joint public-private ventures in 
Minneapolis and Saint Paul. Some of the projects that were 
successful were a major downtown-support system, and a 
neighborhood revitalization effort. For the purpose of this 
paper, the focus will be on the neighborhood revitalization 
effort which occurred in the Whittier Neighborhood. 
The Whittier Neighborhood Redevelopment Project is a 
privately initiated partnership in which the first steps 
were taken by the Dayton-Hudson Foundation and was responded 
to by the neighborhood and the city of Minneapolis. 
Whittier is a densely populated urban neighborhood which 
consists of a diverse makeup. It is comprised of eighty-three 
city blocks and 445 acres. A commercial strip is located in 
its center, and several major institutions form anchors in 
the community. 
The Dayton-Hudson Foundation made a commitment to a new 
partnership with the neighborhood in 1975. Wayne Thompson 
53 
was senior vice-president of Dayton-Hudson and was given the 
responsibility for the corporation's involvement in the 
community. 
The goal of the foundation was to improve and revitalize 
one of the neighborhoods bordering the central business 
district. In the words of John Brandi and Ronnie Brooks, 
selection was made based on age of housing, level of poverty, 
community activism and cooperation, and depth of city and 
54 
federal commitment to program support. Upon choosing the 
Whittier neighborhood, many exploratory meetings were held 
with representatives of the Dayton-Hudson Corporation, 
foundation members, business leaders, top city officials, 
and neighborhood leaders. They were active participants 
in choosing the boundaries to incorporate the entire 
community, selecting the consultant, and approving the work 
program of the. consultant. 
Team Seventy was chosen as the planning consultant and 
planning was begun in 1976. The consultants worked directly 
with and received policy guidance from, a twenty-five member 
long range planning committee and was paid by the foundation. 
The committee was comprised of elected delegates from all 
the existing neighborhood groups. 
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John Brandi and Ronnie Brooks, "Public-Private 
Cooperation for Urban Revitalization: The Minneapolis and 
Saint Paul Experience," in Public-Private Partnership in 
American Cities: Seven Case Studies, eds. R. Scott Fosler 
and Renee A. Berger (Lexington, Massachusetts: Lexington 
Books, 1982), p. 172. 
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The committee meets weekly to discuss views on issues, 
problems, and neighborhood ideas, and to establish priori¬ 
ties. In many instances, a series of communitywide meetings 
were held which were attended by over 600 residents. 
Periodically, sub-area meeting were held because of the large 
size of the geographic area. Community members were allowed 
to identify major neighborhood problems, develop planning 
criteria, sort and rate design and social problem concepts, 
and review and approve final plans and implementation 
recommendations. 
In December 1977, the plan was completed. As stated by 
Brandi and Brooks, the plan took a comprehensive approach 
and contained both planning frameworks and specific 
recommendations for implementation in the following areas: 
(1) housing improvements, (2) commercial redevelopment, 
(3) open space development, (4) pedestrian improvements, 
(5) parking and vehicular-circulation improvements, and 
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(6) organizational strategies. 
This plan has served as a guide for city activity. In 
1978, community members founded the Whittier Alliance which 
served as a local community development corporation responsi¬ 
ble for implementing the plans' recommendations. The 
Alliance is funded by a one million dollar grant from the 
Dayton-Hudson Foundation, and seeks additional public and 
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private financing commitments in order to accomplish the 
objectives of the plan. 
The public-private ventures that have taken place in 
the cities of Baltimore, Minneapolis and St. Paul have been 
an asset to these cities. In the words of Lyall, the 
organizations and personal networks that developed during 
Baltimores' more than thirty years of public-private 
partnership, have borne fruit in a series of successful 
joint ventures that have transformed the face of the city 
as well as the attitudes of its residents.5^ 
To sum up the success rate in Minneapolis and St. Paul, 
Brandi and Brooks contend that it is attributed to what 
Walter Bagehot in "Physics and Politics" called a 'polity 
of discussion'. They state that over the centuries, there 
had developed an expectation that important issues should 
be widely and openly debated. A habit of involvement and 
shared responsibility for the public's affairs by able 
people was developed. If a mystique exists for the Twin 
Cities, it is the same polity of discussion, the same habit 
of interaction.^7 
The cities of Baltimore, Minneapolis and St. Paul have 
proved that public-private partnerships can enhance the | 
revitalization of communities. To conclude in the words of 
5 6 
Lyall, "A Bicycle Built for Two: Public-Private 
Partnership in Baltimore," p. 51. 
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Brandi and Brooks, "Public-Private Cooperation for 
Urban Revitalization: The Minneapolis and St. Paul 
Experience," p. 197. 
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Brandi and Brooks, all it takes is for there to be a 
commonality of purpose and a willingness to commit the human 
5 8 
and financial resources necessary to get a task accomplished. 
The preceeding case studies are proof that public-private 
partnerships are indeed a wise approach to dealing with urban 
ills and that neighborhoods and local government agencies 
such as Community Development, should not rely solely on 
federal monies for the rehabilitation of its cities. Although 
the case studies presented in this paper were in cities 
larger than Beaufort, many of the same approaches and others 
can still be applied in Beaufort on a somewhat smaller 
scale. 
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Ibid., p. 199. 
VII. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The problems that the Neighborhood Strategy Area in 
Beaufort faced are not peculiar to that city alone. Most 
cities which are plagued with such urban ills turn to the 
federal government as a way of dealing with those problems. 
For those cities relying on federal monies to solve such 
problems, citizen participation is a vital factor in the 
qualification requirements. Cities which have been relying 
solely on federal funds must recognize that the federal 
government alone cannot solve the problems of urban America. 
Federal government alone does not have the necessary 
resources to solve such a gigantic problem. 
The City of Beaufort which realized a need for community 
improvement, developed a Comprehensive Community Development 
Plan as a first step in solving its problems. The city 
relied on federal funds to solve its problems and as a 
result today it still faces many of the same problems it did 
when the plan was first prepared in 1977. Although the 
City of Beaufort met citizen participation requirements set 
forth by HUD when applying for grant funds, yet the mere 
satisfaction of requirements was not enough. Citizen 
participation is very important in every facet of a community 
development program. Without the full participation and 
support of the citizens, especially those for whom the 
57 
58 
program is targeted, ultimate success of the plan is 
unlikely• 
Relying on federal funds from HUD to attack such a wide 
scale problem was another error made by the City of Beaufort 
and its Department of Community Development. Had other 
alternative funding sources been established to add to that 
received from HUD, the success rate to date, of the 
Comprehensive Community Development Plan would have been 
much better. 
Funds received through public-private partnership would 
have been an ideal alternative had it been pursued as a 
viable option by the City of Beaufort. As seen from the two 
case studies presented in Section VI on public-private 
partnerships, although the cities cited are much larger 
than Beaufort, their successes can be replicated. It can 
be applied on a large scale basis as was done by Baltimore, 
Minneapolis, and Saint Paul or it can be applied on a 
smaller scale, as the case would be for the City of Beaufort. 
Recommendations. 
The following recommendations are offered in the hope 
that they will provide the basis for what can be done to 
enhance citizen participation,and what alternative sources 
of funding can be used in the case of depletion of initial 
funding,or in conjunction with federal funds. The City of 
Beaufort should: 
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1. Encourage greater citizen participation by- 
offering the citizens the opportunity, at 
special meetings, to submit a list of 
recommended individuals from their community, 
to the mayor, to serve on the advisory 
committee. 
2. Offer incentives to increase citizen partici¬ 
pation by periodically hosting breakfast or 
luncheon meetings which will feature prominent 
national/local speakers to speak on issues 
relevant to community development and citizen 
participation. 
3. Hold workshops and seminars at places that 
are more accessible such as (local churches, 
schools, community centers, club houses) to 
increase citizen knowledge of community 
development and prepare them for active 
participation in affairs of the community. 
4. Take the initiative to enter into joint 
ventures with businesses, non-profit 
organizations, and/or neighborhood 
associations located in the city. 
5. Offer tax credits on city taxes for business 
that contribute money or other resources 
to programs to help individuals, families, 
or communities of the distressed area. 
6. Offer tax breaks and subsidies for local 
businesses that will train and employ the 
hard core unemployed citizens within the 
target area, as well as those businesses 
thc^t will locate within the target area. 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Babbie, Earl R. Practice of Social Research. Belmont, 
California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc., 1979. 
Beaufort (South Carolina)Gazette, 12 January and 29 August 
1978. 
Bollens, John C. and Schmandt, Henry J. The Metropolis. 
New York: Harper and Row, 1975. 
Chadwick, Bruce A. Social Science Research Methods. 
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 
1984. 
City of Beaufort, Annual Report, 1982/1983. 
Committee for Economic Development (CED). An Approach to 
Federal Urban Policy. New York, New York: Committee 
for Economic Development, December 1977. 
Committee for Economic Development (CED). Public-Private 
Partnership: An Opportunity for Urban Cities. 
Washington, D.C.: Committee for Economic Development 
1982. 
Community Development Advisory Committee Members. Beaufort, 
South Carolina. Interviews, 28 May 1985. 
Council Chamber. Minutes of Meeting of the Community 
Development Advisory Committee. Typewritten. 
Department of Community Development. Community Development 
and Housing Plan Summary: Comprehensive Strategy. 
Beaufort, South Carolina, 1981. 
Department of Community Development. Comprehensive Community 
Development Plan. Beaufort, South Carolina, 1978. 
Doe, Geraldine. Department of Community Development. 
Beaufort, South Carolina. Interview, 3 January 1985. 
Epstein, Irwin and Tropodi, Tony. Research Techniques for 
Program Planning, Monitoring, and Evaluation. New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1977. 
Forsgren, J.L. Citizens Participation Program for Community 
Development. Beaufort, South Carolina: Low Country 
Council of Governments, 1976. 
60 
61 
Henry, Nicholas. Governing at the Grassroots: State and 
Local Politics. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice 
Hall, Inc., 1980. 
Hutchenson, John D. and Schevin, Jann. Citizen Groups in 
Local Politics. Santa Barbara, California : Clio Books, 
1982 . 
Lowcountry Star. 13 January and 29 August 1978. 
MacMahan, Mark. Status of the Coimnunity Development Block 
Grant Program. Beaufort, South Carolina: Department 
of Community Development, 1985. 
Mogulof, Melvin B. Citizen Participation. Washington, D.C.: 
The Urban Institute, 1970. 
National Research Council. Toward an Understanding of 
Metropolitan America. San Francisco, California: 
Canfield, 1975. 
Redburn, F. Stevens and Cho, Yong Hyo. "Government 
Responsibility for Citizenship and the Quality of 
Community Life." Public Administration Times (March 
1984) : 159 . 
Rosier, Scott R. and Berger, Renee A. Public-Private 
Partnership in American Cities: Seven Case Studies. 
Lexington, Massachusetts: Lexington Books, 1982. 
Speigal, Hans B.C. Citizen Participation in Urban Develop¬ 
ment. Washington, D.C.: NTL Institute for Applied 
Behavioral Science, 1968. 
Urban and Regional Policy Group. A New Partnership to 
Converse American Cities. Washington, D.C.: Urban 
and Regional Policy Group, 1978. 
U.S. Congress (House). An Act to Amend the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974. Pub. L"! 95-128, 
95 th Congress, 1st sess. , 1977, H.R. 6655. 
U,. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Guidebook 
for Citizen Participation in the Community Development 
Block Grant Program? Washington, D.C.: Office of 
Community Planning and Development, 1978, 
